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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to Amendment filed on 7/1 3/2006. 

2. Claims 37, 43, 45 and 53 have been amended. Currently, claims 37-54 and 57 are 
pending. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 37-54 and 57 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Straube et ah 
(Publication No US 2002/0007287) and further in view of Jamroga et al. (US Patent No 
6,574,742). 
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As to claim 37, Straube et al. teach: 
"A method for restoring medical data to a data source from a remote data store" (see Abstract), 
said method comprising: 

"detecting an error in accessed medical data with a status monitor, wherein said status 
monitor is adapted to monitor operations occurring at said data source" (see [0038] wherein older 
data can be considered as an error, and a component which is equivalent to Applicant 's "status 
monitor" must be existed to detect these old data as disclosed); 

"transferring a copy of said medical data from a remote data store to said data source 
based on a trigger, wherein said trigger is produced by said status monitor when said error is 
detected" (see [0037] and [0038] wherein local storage of data is equivalent to Applicant 's "data 
source" and data warehouse is equivalent to Applicant 's "remote data store"); and 

"restoring said medical data by replacing said medical data at said data source with said 
copy of said medical data" (see [0038] wherein data downloaded must be stored and replaced old 
data on the local computer; also see [0039]). 

Straube et al. do not teach "arbitrating access to said medical data among multiple data 
request". 

Jamroga et al. teach "arbitrating access to said medical data among multiple data 
requests" (see [column 5, lines 20-25], and [column 13, lines 1-5 and 45-50]). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Straube et al. by the teaching of Jamroga et al. to add the 
feature of arbitrating access to said medical data among multiple data requests since this feature 
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allows the system to control effectively data access and process more effectively multiple 
requests. 

6. Claims 37-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Levi et al. 
(US Patent No 6,804,778) and further in view of Jamroga et al. (US Patent No 6,574,742). 

As to claim 37, Levi et al. teach: 
"A method for restoring data to a data source from a remote data store" (see [column 12, lines 
47-55] wherein backup data allow the restoration of data), said method comprising: 

"detecting an error in accessed data with a status monitor, wherein said status monitor is 
adapted to monitor operation occurring at said data source" (see [column 6, lines 25-45], 
[column 7, lines 10-30], [column 10, lines 50-50] and [column 11, lines 60-67] wherein output 
monitor is equivalent to Applicant 's "status monitor" since output monitor detects incorrect data 
and monitor the data retrieved from data store of site 22 [column 6, lines 26-29] to verify only 
correct data is transmitted to clients and error is detected when retrieved data do not match the 
signature as disclosed); 

"transferring a copy of said data from a remote data store to said data source based on a 
trigger, wherein said trigger is produced by said status monitor when said error is detected" (see 
[column 12, lines 47-63] wherein secure location maintaining the backup data is equivalent to 
Applicant 's "remote data store", site database is equivalent to Applicant 's "data source", and 
data must be transferred from secure location to site database to be able to replace the site 
database with backup data as disclosed; and wherein "if data corruption is detected, a copy of the 
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data is used to replace the site database, possibly automatically" [column 12, lines 62-64] suggest 
the inclusion of the trigger as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language); and 

"restoring said medical data by replacing said data at said data source with said copy of 
said data" (see [column 12, lines 52-65] wherein site database is equivalent to Applicant 's "data 
source"). 

Levi et al. do not teach data as specifically as medical data. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Levi et al. to handle medical data since medical data is 
equivalent to data and data quality assurance is very important in medical field wherein the 
correctness of medical data plays a significant role in diagnosis and treatment. 

Levi et al. as modified do not teach "arbitrating access to said medical data among 
multiple data request". 

Jamroga et al. teach "arbitrating access to said medical data among multiple data 
requests" (see [column 5, lines 20-25], and [column 13, lines 1-5 and 45-50]). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Levi et al. as modified by the teaching of Jamroga et al. to 
add the feature of arbitrating access to said medical data among multiple data requests since this 
feature allows the system to control effectively data access and process more effectively multiple 
requests. 

As to claim 38, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
37 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
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Levi et al. as modified teach: 

"farther comprising the step of obtaining said medical data at said data source and storing 
said medical data at said remote data store" (see [column 12, lines 52-55] wherein secure 
location is equivalent to Applicant 's "remote data store" and the process of backing up data 
includes obtaining data from a data source and storing data at another data storage). 

As to claim 39, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
37 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Levi et al. as modified teach: 

"further comprising the step of copying said medical data to a second data source" (see 
[column 12, lines 52-55] wherein secure location is equivalent to Applicant 's "second data 
source"). 

As to claim 40, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
37 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Levi et al. as modified teach: 

"wherein said transferring step further comprises verifying said transferring of medical 
data from said remote data store to said data source" (see [column 7, lines 60-65], [column 13, 
lines 20-30] and [column 16, lines 15-25] wherein remote location is equivalent to Applicant 's 
"remote data store" and site 22 is equivalent to Applicant 's "data source"). 
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As to claim 41, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
37 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Levi et al. as modified teach: 

"further comprising the step of authenticating access to said remote data store" (see 
[column 13, lines 53-55] where providing the signature to the remote site is a step of 
authenticating access to remote site; also see [column 16, lines 24-26]). 

As to claim 42, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
37 and is similarly rejected including the following: 

Levi et al as modified do not teach "wherein said transferring step further comprises 
transferring said medical data from a directory representative of said data source at said remote 
data source to said data source". 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Levi et al. as modified to add a directory representative of 
said data source at said remote data source so when data is transferred, it would be transferred as 
illustrated in Applicant 's claim language, since using directory or folder is a popular way to 
organize and identify data in many file systems and hierarchical databases, and using the 
directory representative of said data source provide the system an effective way to identify data 
from a certain data source at the remote data store. 
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7. Claims 43-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rothschild 
et al. (Publication No US 2002/0019751), and further in view of Jamroga et al. (US Patent No 
6,574,742). 

As to claim 43, Rothschild et al. teach: 
"A method for installing medical data from a first data source to a second data source" (see 
Abstract and [0052]), said method comprising: 

"storing data remotely from a first data source to a remote data store" (see [0109] and 
[01 10] wherein local image workstation is equivalent to Applicant 's "first data source" and 
central data management system is equivalent to Applicant 's "remote data store"); 

"providing access to a second data source" (see [0121] remote image viewing system is 
equivalent to Applicant 's "second data source" and communicating via remote interface is 
equivalent to Applicant 's "access to a second data source"); 

"detecting installation of said second data source with a status monitor, wherein said 
installation includes at least one of addition, upgrade and replacement of said second data 
source" (see [0131] wherein the normal delivery location is equivalent to Applicant 's "second 
data source", and the location other than the normal delivery location, representing an additional 
delivery location to the normal delivery location, is equivalent to addition of said second data 
source as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language; allowing authorized individuals to access and 
pull data to these additional locations implies the "detecting installation" as illustrated in 
Applicant 's claim language); 
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"transferring said medical data from said remote data store to said second data source 
based on a trigger, wherein said trigger is produced by said status monitor when said installation 
is detected" (see [0131] and [0121] wherein remote workstation or viewer is equivalent to 
Applicant 's "second data source", central data management system is equivalent to Applicant 's 
"remote data store", and pulling is equivalent to the transferring as illustrated in Applicant 's 
claim language); and 

"storing said medical data at said second data source" (see [0174] wherein remote image 
viewing system is equivalent to Applicant 's "second data source"). 

Rothschild et al. do not teach "arbitrating access to said medical data among multiple 
data request". 

Jamroga et al. teach "arbitrating access to said medical data among multiple data 
requests" (see [column 5, lines 20-25], and [column 13, lines 1-5 and 45-50]). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Rothschild et al. by the teaching of Jamroga et al. to add 
the feature of arbitrating access to said medical data among multiple data requests since this 
feature allows the system to control effectively data access and process more effectively multiple 
requests. 

As to claim 44, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
43 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
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Rothschild et al. as modified do not teach "wherein said transferring step further 
comprises transferring said medical data from a directory representative of said first data source 
at said remote data source to said second data source". 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Rothschild et ah as modified to add a directory 
representative of said data source at said remote data source so when data is transferred, it would 
be transferred as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language, since using directory or folder is a 
popular way to organize and identify data in many file systems and hierarchical databases, and 
using the directory representative of said data source provide the system an effective way to 
identify data from a certain data source at the remote data store. 

As to claim 45, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
43 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rothschild et al. as modified teach: 

"wherein said transferring step further comprises transferring files of medical data from 
said remote data store to said second data source" (see [0192] for the disclosure of delivered data 
file wherein delivered data file is the data for transmitting from the central data management 
system to remote viewing system wherein central data management system is equivalent to 
Applicant 's "remote data store" and remote viewing system is equivalent to Applicant 's "second 
data source"). 
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As to claim 46, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
43 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rothschild et al. as modified teach: 

"wherein said transferring step further comprises transferring the entire contents of said 
first data source from said remote data store to said second data source" (see [0173] and [0174] 
wherein two central back-up sites 30' and 30" can be considered as remote data and second data 
source and the storing of all electronic records on two sites reads on Applicant 's claim language). 

As to claim 47, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 

43 and is similarly rejected including the following: 

Rothschild et al, as modified teach: 

"wherein said transferring step further comprises verifying said transferring of medical 
data from said remote data store to said second data source" (see [0049], [0177] and [0178] 
wherein notification of successful delivery or receipt information is equivalent to verifying said 
transferring as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

As to claim 48, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 

44 and is similarly rejected including the following: 

Rothschild et al. as modified teach: 

"further comprising the step of authenticating access to said remote data store" (see 
[0130] and [0131] wherein central data management system is equivalent to Applicant 's "remote 
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data store" and secure data access by authorized individuals is equivalent to Applicant 's 
"authenticating access"). 
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As to claim 49, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
44 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rothschild et al. teach: 

"wherein said transferring step occurs after a definable interval" (see [0193] wherein 
delivery process is equivalent to Applicant's "transferring step" and the disclosure of repeating 
the process implies the inclusion of "definable interval" as illustrated in Applicant 's claim 
language; also see [0187] wherein data requester request the transferring of data). 

As to claim 50, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
49 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rothschild et al. as modified teach: 

"wherein said definable interval comprises a timed interval" (see [0128], [0187] and 
[0197]). 

As to claim 51, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
49 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rothschild et al. as modified teach: 

"wherein said definable interval comprises an event-based interval" (see [0185], [0186], 
[0188], and [0197]) 

As to claim 52, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
49 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
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Rothschild et al. as modified teach: 

"wherein said definable interval comprises a manual interval" (see [0177] wherein the 
disclosure that customer is notified so appropriate actions can be taken to assure a quick delivery 
implies the inclusion of manual interval as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

8. Claims 53, 54 and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rothschild et al. (Publication No US 2002/0019751), further in view of Jamroga et al. (US Patent 
No 6,574,742), and further in view of Levi et al. (US Patent No 6,804,778). 

As to claim 53, Rothschild et al. teach: 
"A remote data retrieval system" (see [0102]), said system comprising: 

"a centralized remote data store for storing medical data, the centralized remote data store 
storing data from a first data source" (see [0109], [0110] and [0174] wherein central data 
management system is equivalent to Applicant 's "centralized remote data store", and local image 
workstation is equivalent to Applicant 's "first data source"); 

"a second data source providing medical data" (see [0110] wherein remote image 
viewing system is equivalent to Applicant 's second data source"); and 

"a status monitor for controlling a transfer of the medical data from the centralized 
remote data store to the second data source" (see e.g., [0184] and [0185] disclose a connection 
status monitor that control the delivery or transferring of medical data from central data 
management system to local or remote workstation wherein central data management system is 
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equivalent to Applicant 's "centralized remote data store", and local or remote workstation is 
equivalent to A pplicant 's "second data source"). 

Rothschild et al. do not teach "wherein the status monitor is adapted to arbitrate access to 
said medical data among multiple data request". 

Jamroga et al. teach "arbitrating access to said medical data among multiple data 
requests" (see [column 5, lines 20-25], and [column 13, lines 1-5 and 45-50]). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Rothschild et al. by the teaching of Jamroga et al. to add 
the feature of arbitrating access to said medical data among multiple data requests since this 
feature allows the system to control effectively data access and process more effectively multiple 
requests. 

Rothschild et al. as modified do not teach "wherein the status monitor is adapted to detect 
and error in accessed medical data at the second data source, wherein the status monitor is 
adapted to trigger a restoration of medical data from the centralized remote data store to the 
second data source". 

Levi et al. teach "wherein the status monitor is adapted to detect and error in accessed 
medical data at the second data source, wherein the status monitor is adapted to trigger a 
restoration of medical data from the centralized remote data store to the second data source" (see 
[column 6, lines 25-45], [column 7, lines 10-30], [column 10, lines 50-50] and [column 1 1, lines 
60-67] wherein output monitor is equivalent to Applicant 's "status monitor" since output monitor 
detects incorrect data and monitor the data retrieved from data store of site 22 [column 6, lines 
26-29] to verify only correct data is transmitted to clients and error is detected when retrieved 
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data do not match the signature as disclosed; and see [column 12, lines 47-63] wherein secure 
location maintaining the backup data is equivalent to Applicant 's "remote data store", site 
database is equivalent to Applicant 's "second data source", and "if data corruption is detected, a 
copy of the data is used to replace the site database, possibly automatically" [column 12, lines 
62-64] suggest the inclusion of the trigger for restoring of data as illustrated in Applicant 's claim 
language). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Rothschild et al as modified by the teaching of Levi et al. 
for adding a feature to detect error of accessed data and trigger the restoration of the data since 
detecting error and enabling recovery of data assure the reliability and correctness of data which 
is very important in medical field. Error-free medical data allow medical profession more 
effectively and efficiently in diagnosis and treatment. 
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As to claim 54, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
53 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rothschild et al. as modified teach: 

"wherein the first data source is equal to the second data source" (see [0173], [0174] and 
[0121] wherein local image workstation is equivalent to Applicant 's "first data source", central 
storage system is equivalent to Applicant 's "remote data store", remote storing system is 
equivalent to Applicant 's "second data source", and the disclosure of redundant, physically 
separate locations where the images are stored implies the equality of those data sources as 
illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

As to claim 57, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
53 and is similarly rejected including the following: 

Rothschild et al. as modified do not teach "wherein the centralized remote data store 
stores the medical data in a directory representative of the first data source". 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Rothschild et al. as modified to add a directory 
representative of said data source at said remote data source so when data is transferred, it would 
be transferred as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language, since using directory or folder is a 
popular way to organize and identify data in many file systems and hierarchical databases, and 
using the directory representative of said data source provide the system an effective way to 
identify data from a certain data source at the remote data store. 
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9. The prior art made of record and not replied upon is considered pertinent to Applicant 's 
disclosure. • 

Ouimette (US Patent No 4,653,1 12) teaches a mass data storage system for redundant 
storage including error detection and volume shadowing (creating duplicate copy). 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phuong-Thao Cao whose telephone number is (571) 272-2735. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM (Mon - Fri). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571) 272-4085. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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